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Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: We have discussed a difference between the claimed "an object 
holder" and "a displaceable mirror" with respect to the Applicant's invention. Applicant's representative argued that x-y 
table in the Bacus reference can't be considered an object holder that holds the object in a stationary position as 
required by the claim. Examiner believes after controlling x-y controllers, it is subsequently in a stationary position, thus 
the object holder takes stationary form. With regard to the displaceable mirror, the Applicant's representative argued 
that the mirror (170) of the third Bacus reference is only displaceable during calibration, and not for selecting part of the 
image. However, the Examiner disagrees based on a case of obviousness. 
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